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REASONS IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

In the outstanding Official Action, claims 21-23, 27 
28, 31, 32, 68 and 69 were rejected under 35 USC §102 (b) a 
allegedly being anticipated by OSAMU (JP 5269191) . 

In imposing the rejection, the Official Action 
contends that OSAMU discloses that monomers can be polymerized 
to form an intraocular lens having a rigid part and a flexible 
part (pages 2, 3), and that a reaction function may be used 
(paragraph 10) . The Official Action further contends that the 
method of making the lens and the functional language carries no 
weight in the absence of any distinguishing feature. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

OSAMU discloses an intraocular lens that is obtained 
by molding. The lens consists of an optical part and a haptic 
part (peripheral part) which have different tension modulus and 
glass transition points. In OSAMU, a rigid material (having a 
high glass transition temperature) is first produced, and then 
in a second step, the optical part is softened (""^elasticized") 
in the whole depth of the material by a chemical reaction (e.g., 
by an esterif ication reaction) . 

However, independent claim 68 relates to an 
intraocular lens comprising a flexible material and at least one 
relatively rigid material, wherein the flexible material 
comprises functional groups or substituent groups that are 
^^anchored on the material" of the lens. This allows for the 
copolymerization of the unsaturated bonds present in these 
groups with a mixture of monomers and/or polymers. 

The intraocular lens according to the invention 
comprises anchored functional groups (see page 6, lines 14-24), 
which indicates that the functional groups are at the periphery 
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of the material (namely, not in depth) , which indicates 
particular structure to the material. 

The anchoring of functional groups does not harden the 
treated zone but provides at the periphery of the optical 
material some unsaturated bonds which can be then copolymerized 
with monomers in order to obtain a rigidif ication (increase of 
the glass transition temperature) . 

This selective grafting is not disclosed in OSAMU and 
confers to the claimed lens a particular structure which is 
different from that of OSAMU. Indeed, as indicated on page 10, 
lines 32-33, the structural modification of the invention is 
selective , whereas according to OSAMU, the whole optical part is 
modified in order to achieve an in-depth modification (softening 
or hardening) . 

Therefore, the subject-matter of claim 68 is not 
anticipated by OSAMU and recites a distinguishing structural 
feature, namely the grafted functional groups copolymerized with 
monomers and/or polymers . 

Claims 23, 33, 68 and 69 were rejected under 35 USC 
§102 (e) as allegedly being anticipated by BENZ et al . 

In imposing the rejection, the Official Action 
contends that BENZ discloses a lens made of a flexible material 
and a rigid material (col. 3, lines 26, 41-43) and also 
discloses chemically modifying the material via polymerization 
(col. 4, lines 62-67). The Official Action also contends that 
reaction functions can be used to structurally modify the 
material having at least one reactive compound (col. 5, lines 6, 
7, 36 and 37) . 

However, at column 3, line 2 6, BENZ discloses an 
intraocular lens having a soft, foldable central optic region 
and an outer peripheral region (haptic region) . On lines 41-43, 
BENZ states that "the haptic portion of the lens^ although made 
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from the same type of copolymer as the optic portion^ provides 
the required support for the lens in the eye after insertion'' . 
In preparing the material, column 4, lines 62-67 states that the 
copolymers can be prepared using conventional polymerization 
techniques. Indeed, column 5, lines 6-7 refers to 

polymerization initiators and lines 36-37 to . crosslinking 
agents . 

Therefore, BENZ does not disclose anchoring functional 
groups on the material of the lens, which is a distinguishing 
structural feature that allows for further chemical reactions 
and the structural modification of the material. 

BENZ only discloses that the constituting material of 
the lOL is a copolymer from the beginning, in contrast to prior 
hydrophobic poly (methyl ) methacrylate lOLs or p- 

hydroxyethylmethacrylate homopolymer lOLs (see col. 1, lines 40- 
42 and 55-60) , which involve problems in foldability or 
dimensional stability, or to other hardly foldable copolymers 
(see col. 2, lines 10-16) . 

BENZ states on column 3, lines 27-29: "Both regions 
are manufactured from a copolymer of a hydrophilic monomer and 
an alkoxyalkylmethacrylate monomer'' and column 4, lines 24-26: 
"the optical and haptic portions of the lOL of the present 
invention are formed of the same or different^ preferably the 
same copolymer of a hydrophilic monomer and an 
alkoxyalkylmethacrylate monomer" . 

Therefore, nowhere does BENZ disclose a lens 
comprising anchored functional groups grafted onto the material, 
wherein the functional groups can be further co-polymerized with 
a mixture of monomers and/or polymers . 

In the outstanding Official Action, claim 25 was 
rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over BENZ et al . in view of FREEMAN et al. 
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In imposing the rejection, the Official Action states 
that BENZ discloses that the polymer functional agent ethylene 
glycol dimethacrylate is used in with the lens material (col. 5, 
lines 38-39) and that FREEMAN teaches the use of diethylene 
glycol dimethacrylate for crosslinking copolymers (col. 3, lines 
38-39). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As noted above, BENZ fails to disclose or suggest the 
claimed intraocular lens. While the Official Action cites to 
FREEMAN as to teaching the use of diethylene glycol 
dimethacrylate for crosslinking copolymers, FREEMAN fails to 
remedy the deficiencies of BENZ for reference purposes. There 
is simply no recognition of a lens as recited in the claimed 
invention . 

Claim 26 was rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over BENZ et al . in view of BOS et 
al . 

In imposing the rejection, the Official Action 
acknowledges that BENZ fails to disclose that the polymer for 
the lens is polydimethylsiloxane but cites to BOS for the 
proposition that polydimethylsiloxanes are suitable for 
intraocular lens and can affect the refractive index of the lens 
material (col. 12, lines 32-36). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed . 

However, as noted above, BENZ does not render obvious 
the claimed invention. Likewise, BOS does not disclose or 
suggest the claimed intraocular lens with the structural 
recitations identified above. Thus, BOS fails to remedy the 
deficiencies of BENZ for reference purposes. 

Claims 24, 29, 30 and 33 were rejected under 35 USC 
§103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable over OSAMU (JP 
5 269 191) in view of VANDERBILT. 
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In imposing the rejection, the Official Action 
concedes that OSAMU fails to disclose that the polymer for the 
lens can be crosslinked PMMA. However, the Official Action 
contends VANDERBILT teaches that PMMA is a lens material (col. 
1, lines 61-68, col. 8, lines 1-12) and PMMA polymers are 
crosslinked (example II, col. 9). This rejection is 

respectfully traversed . 

While the Official Action cites to VANDERBILT as to 
using crosslinked PMMA, VANDERBILT fails to remedy the 
deficiencies of OSAMU for reference purposes. There is simply no 
recognition of a lens as recited in the claimed invention. 

Claims 38, 39, 42, 43 and 64 were rejected under 35 
use §103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable over BENZ in view of 
WANG et al. 

In imposing the rejection, the Official Action 
acknowledges that BENZ fails to disclose the agent used in 
crosslinking as polyf unctional but alleges that WANG teaches a 
coupling agent in the polymerization process of copolymers and 
that the reaction is done with a polyf unctional agent (col. 5, 
lines 1-7). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

While the Official Action cites to WANG as using a 
coupling agent in the polymerization process of copolymers which 
is a polyf unctional agent, WANG fails to remedy the deficiencies 
of BENZ for reference purposes. There is no mention of a lens 
with the structural features as recited in the claimed 
invention . 

From the above discussion, it is believed to be clear 
that none of the above rejections would be sustained by the 
Board, and applicants therefore request that they be withdrawn 
and the application allowed without the need of a formal appeal. 



